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6 PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

This chapter of the Final SEIS includes copies of all public comments received in response to the
Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion Project Draft SEIS. The BLM’s responses to substantive
comments are provided adjacent to reproduced comment letters. A total of 22 comment letters were
received by the BLM. A list of comment letters and commentors follows:

Letter Commentor
A Nevada Division of Water Resources
B United States Geological Survey
C Great Basin Mine Watch
D Western Shoshone Defense Project
E Garawyn McGill-Loberg
F Lander County Economic Development Authority
G Nevada Department of Wildlife
H Humboldt River Basin Water Authority
I Elko County Board of Commissioners
J Dave Mason
K Christopher Sewall
L Nevada State Clearinghouse
M Nevada Department of Transportation
N Thom Seal
O Lang Exploration Drilling
P Vogue Uniform and Linen Rental
Q Elko Chamber of Commerce - Neal McQueary
R Elko Chamber of Commerce - Mary Korpi
S Broadbent and Associates
T Greg Ekins
U U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
V Boise State University
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COMMENT LETTER A

A-1
A-2
A-3
A-4
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A-1

Comment noted.

A-2

Comment noted.

A-3

CGM currently has sufficient water rights to address long-term 
mitigation. See text on pages 4-101 (4.3.3.3.1-4b), 4-116 (4.3.3.3.2-
4b), 4-129 (4.3.3.3.3-4b), 4-141 (4.3.3.3.4-4b), 4-150 (4.3.3.4-4b), 4-
159 (4.3.3.5-4b), and 4-169 (4.3.3.6-4b) for language regarding the 
replacement of effected water rights.

A-4

The Proposed Action does not modify the tailings facility that has been 
approved by the BLM. However, CGM will modify their current 
permit with the NDWR to complete the expansion that was addressed 
in the South Pipeline Final EIS (BLM 2000a). CGM is currently 
authorized by the BLM to expand the existing tailings facility.
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COMMENT LETTER B

B-1

B-2

B-4

B-3

B-1

On Figure 4.4.4 the y-axis is the number of samples. On Figure 4.3.15 the x-axis 
is the distance from the center of the infiltration pond. The figures have been 
modified to address the comment.

B-2

The intent of maps and figures in NEPA documents is to provide information to 
supplement the text of the document. The preparation and format of this 
document meets the generally accepted NEPA standards.

B-3

See response to Comment B-2.

B-4

The assumptions used to translate the conceptual model of the aquifer system to 
the numerical model, including the vertical dimension, are fully described in 
Geomega (2003a), which is incorporated into the document by reference. Page 4-
81 of the Draft SEIS states the following: "Details of the model including 
methods, hydraulic boundaries, model layers, grid layout, calibration, sensitivity 
analysis, and results are presented in Geomega (2003a)."
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B-5

B-6

B-5

The use of the ten-foot contour for changes to the water table as the threshold to 
evaluate impacts was first used by the BLM in the Betze Project EIS (BLM 
1991). The ten-foot value was based on the amount of seasonal variation in the 
watertable in the Humboldt River Basin, which includes the Project Area. In 
addition, this is a supplemental EIS and the use of the ten-foot value in this 
document provides consistency with the previous EIS and the Pipeline EIS for 
the operations in the Project Area.

B-6

See response to Comment B-4. Details about how the hydrolithologic units are 
depicted in the model were not omitted; they are provided in Geomega (2003a).

The Draft SEIS statement on page 4-93 states that "…these springs probably 
originate from perched zones within alluvial fans that are recharged by flows 
from the Cortez Mountains" indicates that there is some uncertainty concerning 
the source(s) of the springs in question (in this case four of the East Valley 
springs). However, their occurrence on the valley floor near the toe of the alluvial 
fan emanating from Fourmile Canyon suggests that ground water daylights in 
those areas due to the local contrasts in hydraulic conductivity between the 
coarser alluvial fan materials and the finer grained valley fill deposits (BLM 
1996a), with the driving head for the springs coming from higher up in the 
alluvial fan. Hence, the water supplied by flows from the Cortez Mountains is 
perched in the sense of being held back by the lower permeability material of the 
valley floor, rather than being vertically separated from the main alluvial aquifer. 
The ground water model explicitly represents this juxtaposition of higher 
conductivity alluvial units and lower conductivity valley floor deposits in the 
general vicinity of the East Valley springs (Geomega 2003a). Thus, there is no 
inconsistency between the model and the conceptual interpretation of the 
hydraulic system that gives rise to these springs. At the regional scale of the 
ground water basin, the model is designed appropriately with respect to the seeps 
and springs that occur in Crescent Valley.

Nevertheless, because there is still some uncertainty regarding the source(s) of 
the springs and in their degree of isolation from the basin fill aquifer, potential 
impacts were considered to be significant if the ten-foot drawdown contour 
encompassed or came within close proximity to the location of a spring, even in 
cases where it was believed that the source(s) of the springs were higher up in the 
mountains and would not be affected. Thus, a conservative approach was used to 
assess potential impacts to seeps and springs. Furthermore, CGM is committed 
to operational monitoring and contingent mitigation measures to be 
implemented if significant impacts to seeps or springs do occur (Draft SEIS, 
page 4-94).
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COMMENT LETTER C

C-1

C-2

C-3

C-4

C-1

Your name and address are on the mailing list and you will be sent copies of the 
Final SEIS and ROD.

C-2

Refer to the responses to the comments in the South Pipeline Final EIS (pages 
6-38 through 6-87). Great Basin Mine Watch did not submit comments on the 
Pipeline Draft EIS.

C-3

The commentor is correct that the text describes activities that are not part of 
the Proposed Action and therefore not directly evaluated in the Draft SEIS. 
However, the text under Section 2.10 outlines CGM’s current and ongoing 
activities that affect the social and economic fabric of the local communities, 
which are of concern to both the BLM and CGM.

C-4

Comment noted. Also see the responses to Comments C-6 through C-30.
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C-8

C-7

C-6

C-5

C-5

Comment noted.

C-6

Prior to infiltration, the soil moisture distribution in the unsaturated zone beneath 
the future infiltration sites was in a state of dynamic equilibrium. Moisture 
profiles at that time reflected the balance between gravity and capillary suction 
forces in the soil. Soil moisture ranged from dry in near surface and coarser 
grained soils to wet in deeper layers and finer grained soils (Westec 1997b; 
GeoSystems Analysis 1999). Upon cessation of infiltration operations, gravity 
drainage will occur and the infiltration mounds will dissipate, leading to 
unsaturated conditions above the water table. Eventually, suction will balance the 
force of gravity and the soil moisture profile will again reflect a state of dynamic 
equilibrium. Since pore water remains mobile even at extremely low moisture 
contents (Stephens 1996), and assuming that other parameters (e.g., climatic 
conditions, soil hydraulic properties, depth to the water table) remain the same, 
the soil water will seek approximately the same dynamic moisture equilibrium as 
existed prior to infiltration. The reestablishment of equilibrium conditions will 
occur gradually over time as the water used to wet the soil underneath the 
infiltration sites drains into the aquifer. Since essentially all of the water used to 
wet the unsaturated zone beneath the infiltration sites will eventually return to the 
aquifer, it is not considered to be consumptively used.

C-7

It is possible that a small amount of the irrigation water applied at the Dean Ranch 
could become ground water recharge. In a recent study by the USGS (Stonestrom 
et al. 2003), chloride mass balance calculations indicated that between eight 
percent and 16 percent of the water applied as irrigation to crops eventually 
recharged the aquifer at a similar site in southern Nevada. However, the Draft 
SEIS assumption of total consumptive use of the water delivered for irrigation is 
conservative in terms of predicting potential water quantity impacts because it 
corresponds to a slightly greater net amount of water removal from the ground 
water system than probably actually occurs.

The Dean Ranch is a legally permitted agricultural facility. Irrigation operations 
there are regulated by the state and are conducted in a manner that is typical of 
many other irrigation operations in Nevada. State regulated components of the 
Dean Ranch operation include regular monitoring and reporting of water usage, 
ground water levels, and water quality in the vicinity of the ranch.
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C-9

C-10

C-8

The quoted passage from page 4-32 of the Draft SEIS occurs in a discussion of the 
siliceous (Western Assemblage) bedrock hydrolithologic unit, and describes 
generalized conditions of ground water flow in mountain blocks of the Shoshone 
Range northwest of the open pit. The passage does not apply to the hydraulic 
interaction(s) between overlying alluvium and the carbonate (Eastern 
Assemblage) bedrock hydrolithologic unit that comprises the Gold Acres Window.

Water level observations and numerical modeling both show that, in most places, 
there is a strong hydraulic connection between alluvium and bedrock of the Gold 
Acres window in the general vicinity of the Pipeline/South Pipeline open pit. The 
fact that mine dewatering has successfully drained the alluvium overlying and 
surrounding the open pit even though the production wells are pumping entirely 
from the underlying carbonate bedrock is evidence that these units are well 
connected in this particular region. In some localized areas, such as at monitoring 
well SH-05A in the southwest corner of the Gold Acres window, water levels have 
responded more slowly to dewatering due to the presence of discontinuous lower-
permeability horizons within the alluvium. However, the hydraulic response, even 
though reduced and/or delayed in those areas, unquestionably proves that the 
bedrock and alluvial aquifers are in hydraulic communication.

The comment confuses the concepts of depressurization and desaturation. The fact 
that hydraulic heads in bedrock are lower than those in the overlying alluvium in 
certain areas does not necessarily mean that saturated zones in bedrock and 
alluvium are disconnected (i.e., that there is an intervening unsaturated zone), as 
suggested in the comment. Rather, it indicates that ground water flow is directed 
vertically downward from the alluvium into the depressurized bedrock, where it is 
then transmitted laterally to the points of extraction at the pumping wells.

Since monitoring data and the numerical modeling both show that a strong 
hydraulic connection exists between alluvium and bedrock of the Gold Acres 
Window, and because there are no indications of a disconnect between saturated 
zones in the alluvial and bedrock units, it is appropriate to represent the water table 
as transitioning smoothly from bedrock to alluvium in the general vicinity of the 
Pipeline/South Pipeline open pit. Hence, the ground water contours shown on 
Figure 4.3.4 correctly depict the effects of the hydraulic connection between 
alluvium and bedrock hydrolithologic units in the open pit area. In recognition of 
the fact that there are slight vertical differences in hydraulic head, the word 
"generalized" has been added to the title of Figure 4.3.4.

C-9

Figures 4.3.20, 4.3.21, 4.3.26, and 4.2.27 have been corrected in the Final SEIS.
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C-11

C-12

C-13

C-10

CGM and the BLM have considered the possible cause(s) of ground water 
drawdown in the Cortez window since it was first noted in 1997. Previous work on 
this subject is documented in several reports cited in the Draft SEIS (Brown and 
Caldwell 1998, 1999; Geomega 2001c, 2002e), and ground water conditions in the 
Cortez window continue to be evaluated annually (e.g., Geomega 2003d). The 
possibility that Pipeline dewatering operations could be related to the observed 
water level declines in the Cortez Window is one of several possible mechanisms 
that have been investigated. However, a definitive hydraulic connection between the 
Cortez and Gold Acres windows has not been established. CGM's ongoing study of 
ground water behavior in the Cortez window, in cooperation with the BLM, is 
evidence that a serious effort is being made to understand the cause(s) of the 
drawdown.

The comment asserts that if the cause(s) and effects of drawdown in the Cortez 
window are not reflected in the model, then the model is "wrong" and, hence, so are 
many of the model's predictions. Such an assertion fails to consider the effects of 
hydraulic barriers to ground water flow between the Cortez window and the basin fill 
aquifer, and it overdramatizes the potential effects of the model's representation of 
bedrock areas outside of the Gold Acres window.

Declining water levels in the Cortez window are limited to a small region in the 
immediate vicinity of the Cortez open pit (Geomega 2003d), and are not expected to 
perceptibly impact the basin fill aquifer due to the strong hydraulic boundaries that 
effectively isolate the area of drawdown, as evidenced by monitoring data from 
wells and springs within and surrounding the Cortez window. (In fact, the ground 
water model included several of the monitoring wells completed in the basin fill 
aquifer adjacent to the Cortez window, which do not show drawdown, as calibration 
targets, and successfully matched those observed conditions.) Thus, there is no need 
to simulate the very localized water level declines within the Cortez window for the 
purposes of this SEIS because they would have a negligible effect on the assessment 
of potential impacts to the basin fill aquifer.

As a matter of practicality, the ground water model does not represent detailed 
aspects of the complex flow conditions in bedrock outside of the Gold Acres 
Window and the SEIS predictions are focused on the basin fill aquifer as follows: 
The amount and extent of drawdown are presented in this SEIS only for the alluvial 
aquifer because that is the primary aquifer of use and extent in Crescent Valley. Also, 
the complex fault-block-controlled nature of ground water flow in the mountain 
ranges causes greater uncertainty in drawdown predictions for those areas, 
compared with the relatively more continuous alluvial aquifer system. For 

6
-9

1066R
.F

inal S
E

IS
.w

pd

C
H

A
P

T
E

R
 6

P
U

B
L

IC
 C

O
M

M
E

N
T

S A
N

D
 R

E
S

P
O

N
S

E T
O

 C
O

M
M

E
N

T
S



these reasons, drawdown contours are only shown to the limit of the alluvial aquifer, and no 
drawdown contours are shown for the bedrock aquifer (Draft SEIS, page 4-97).

It is understood that the ground water flow model cannot reasonably include all of the complex 
structural features within the mountain ranges, even if adequate information describing those 
features were available; thus, the model is only expected to provide a coarse representation of 
actual conditions in bedrock in the mountains. Importantly, it was previously determined that 
similar modeling assumptions (i.e., detailed flow behavior in bedrock areas outside of the Gold 
Acres Window can be neglected and model predictions should focus on the basin fill aquifer 
because it is the primary aquifer in Crescent Valley) were reasonable and appropriate for 
evaluating potential impacts of the Pipeline and South Pipeline Projects under NEPA (BLM 
1996a, 2000a) and no comment was made on these assumptions during public scoping for the 
current SEIS. Nevertheless, the model's predictions regarding the basin fill aquifer are still valid 
because the basin fill aquifer is not influenced to an appreciable degree by localized, 
discontinuous ground water fluctuations in individual bedrock mountain blocks.

It is misleading to suggest that the model is "wrong" simply because it does not include every 
aspect and small-scale feature of Crescent Valley. As with any modeling exercise, certain 
assumptions and compromises must be made to render the problem tractable. In this particular 
case, all of the major features of the ground water flow system within Crescent Valley are included 
in the model, and the intentional disregard of features that are limited to small-scale isolated areas 
of bedrock does not render the model's predictions inaccurate for the basin fill aquifer. Detailed 
knowledge of localized ground water behavior in the Cortez Mountains is not required to form 
valid predictions regarding potential impacts to the basin fill aquifer.

C-11

See response to Comment C-10.

C-12

Table 4.3.1 presents the estimated average annual water budget for Crescent Valley in 2001. The 
table was not intended to be specific to ground water, although all of the information necessary to 
understand the basin's ground water budget is provided in the table. More detailed breakdowns 
and calculations of the various water budget components are provided in Geomega (2002b, Tables 
4-1 through 4-4; 2003a, Tables 3-2 and 3-3). For example, ground water recharge is simply the 
difference between precipitation (432,000 acre-feet/year) and evapotranspiration of precipitation 
and soil moisture (413,000 acre-feet/year), which amounts to 19,000 acre-feet/year. Since the 
numbers are presented in tabular form instead of graphically, the magnitude of the precipitation 
and evapotranspiration values do not "overwhelm the other budget factors" in any limiting way. 
The concept of what constitutes a "proper" ground water budget and the appropriateness of 
showing dewatering and reinfiltration in a basin-wide model are open to interpretation. The table 
does not need to be redone because all of the requested components (recharge, natural 
evapotransporation, consumptive use from mining and non-mining activities, inflow at Rocky 
Pass and outflow to the Humboldt River) are either already explicitly provided in the table or are 
easily calculated from the given information.
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The commentor suggests that similar methods should be used to derive the numbers 
presented on Table 4.3.1; however, in most cases water budget components are not 
estimated by similar methods because the best method for estimating a certain component 
(say recharge) is often not the best method or may not be appropriate for estimating another 
component (e.g., evapotranspiration). If the commentor seeks to know how the water 
budget components estimated by the model (a single method) compare to those estimated 
from various sources and methods, then she/he is referred to Geomega (2003e, Tables 4-3 
and 4-7), where comparisons are made under different stress conditions at different points 
in time.

The commentor also suggests that the ground water evapotranspiration value listed on 
Table 4.3.1 is inconsistent with information presented elsewhere in the Draft SEIS. The 
discussion of estimated average annual evapotranspiration rates occurs on pages 4-75 to 4-
76 of the Draft SEIS. In that discussion, it was concluded that a plausible range of "steady-
state" annual evapotranspiration values for Crescent Valley was 14,100 to 14,700 acre-
feet/year. This range was thought to be a reasonable representation of conditions prior to 
the onset of Pipeline Mine dewatering in 1996 and was used in the calibration of the steady-
state ground water flow model (Geomega 2003a, Table 4-3). The value of ground water 
evapotranspiration shown on Table 4.3.1 (15,100 acre-feet/year) corresponds to conditions 
in 2001, as simulated with the calibrated ground water flow model (Geomega 2003e, Table 
4-7). Given that the ground water flow system of Crescent Valley was not in equilibrium in 
2001, it is expected that the rate of ground water evapotranspiration at that time would be 
slightly different than the rate estimated for "steady-state" conditions. Thus, Table 4.3.1 
and the Draft SEIS are consistent regarding the matter of estimated average annual 
evapotranspiration rates.

Contrary to the comment, the Draft SEIS does not present water budget information with 
"significant potential, unexplained errors." The cited study by the U.S. Geological Survey 
(Berger 2000), showing that estimated evapotranspiration within Crescent Valley varies 
from 19,600 to 37,100 acre-feet/year, actually lists those values for two different points in 
time; 1989 and 1995, respectively. The difference between the two estimated values is not 
due to unexplained errors; rather, it is attributed to changes in observed plant densities over 
the intervening six years, as explained in the Draft SEIS (page 4-75).

C-13

The discharge rate of a spring hydraulically connected to a water table aquifer depends 
upon the difference between the head in the aquifer in the vicinity of the spring and the 
elevation of the spring's discharge point. In general, the aquifer head in the vicinity of a 
spring is variable, but it must be greater than the spring's discharge elevation for flow to 
occur. Thus, a spring can be modeled as a fixed head boundary only as long as the aquifer 
heads in the vicinity of the spring are above the spring's outlet elevation. If heads in the 
aquifer drop below the spring elevation, the spring dries up and it ceases to act as a 
boundary of the flow domain (Bear 1979).

6
-11

1066R
.F

inal S
E

IS
.w

pd

C
H

A
P

T
E

R
 6

P
U

B
L

IC
 C

O
M

M
E

N
T

S A
N

D
 R

E
S

P
O

N
S

E T
O

 C
O

M
M

E
N

T
S



—

C-14

C-15

The "proper way" to model seeps and springs is open to interpretation, and 
partly depends upon the amount and consistency of flow from the spring in 
relation to the scale of the model. Seeps and springs with very low or zero 
discharge in a regional model can have little or no significance on the ground 
water balance, and thus may be neglected (Bear 1979; Anderson and Woessner 
1992). Similarly, if a seep or spring emanates from a small, isolated mountain 
block that is not connected to the water table aquifer, it will have no effect on the 
ground water balance of the flow domain. Many of the monitored seeps and 
springs in the southern part of Crescent Valley, including those in the East Valley 
group, typically have flows of less than five gallons per minute (less than eight 
acre-feet/year) and are frequently dry. Hence, in context of the regional ground 
water flow model's steady-state water budget (in/outflow at approximately 
19,000 acre-feet/year), it is reasonable to neglect the discharge from these 
springs and not include them as boundaries of the model.

Also see the responses to Comments B-5 and B-6.

C-14

The wells mentioned in Mitigation Measure 4.3.3.3.1-2b would be pumped at 
appropriate rates "to restore the historical yield of the spring." Since the 
potentially impacted springs in the East Valley Group have generally yielded 
less than five gallons per minute of flow, any corresponding drawdown from the 
mitigation well(s) would be very small. After the time of maximum drawdown 
extent has passed, natural replenishment of aquifer storage will cause the 
regional water table to rebound. Eventually, the rising water levels will 
overcome the negligible drawdown of the mitigation well(s), and the flow of the 
spring will recover.

C-15

The quote attributed to page 4-116 is actually on page 4-115. 

Retirement of water rights or acquiring the appropriate permits to offset 
evaporative losses from pit lakes can be done with the approval of the Nevada 
State Engineer. This would not need to occur until the actual evaporative loss 
begins to occur. The Nevada State Engineer has stated that CGM has sufficient 
water rights to operate the Project as proposed. See Comment A-1.
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C-16

C-17

C-18

C-19

C-16

Contrary to the comment, the BLM did not conclude in the Draft SEIS that 
subsidence would not affect the aquifer. Instead, it was stated as follows: "A small 
change in aquifer characteristics is expected to result from compaction of the 
aquifer materials… the subsidence would result primarily from a permanent 
reduction in porosity in the finer grained sediments (clays and silty clays), which 
are not the primary water-bearing materials in the alluvial aquifer." (Draft SEIS, 
page 4-103).

The conclusion that this would not significantly affect the potential for the aquifer 
to transmit or store water (Impact 4.3.3.3.1-6) was based, in part, on conservative 
modeling results (Geomega 2003a), which were cited and described on pages 4-
102 and 4-103 of the Draft SEIS. The modeling results showed that, for the entire 
Proposed Action, only about one percent of the volume of water stored in the 
upper 100 feet of saturated basin fill deposits within Crescent Valley would be 
removed from storage, primarily in finer grained sediments, by the end of mining 
in 2013.

The comment suggests that there is a potential for earth fissues to change aquifer 
properties. However, in reality, the earth fissures that have been observed in 
Crescent Valley typically occur in the shallow soil profile (above the water table), 
have very small apertures (less than one inch), and collectively occupy only a 
very small area in relation to the total aerial extent of the aquifer (Amec 2003). 
Thus, they would not be expected to appreciably affect the basin fill aquifer's 
hydraulic properties.

C-17

Mitigation measure 4.3.3.3.1-7a is designed to work in conjunction with the 
existing surface drainage control measures that have been implemented by CGM. 
The intent of the mitigation measure is to minimize development and surface 
migration of the fissure gullies.

There are two important factors in the development of appropriate defensive 
measures for earth fissures. The first is to recognize the process as one that is 
dynamic with the initial formation of fissures potentially being the result of 
deformation along each earth discontinuity. The second is the recognition that the 
greatest risk from earth fissures is the potential for serious earth fissure erosion 
not the formation of enhanced contaminant pathways. Serious erosion has the 
potential to compromise the primary containment systems. First and foremost, 
the defensive strategy must be to prevent serious erosion. With these systems 
intact, the source of contaminants is removed from the pathway equation. As a 
result, the earth fissures capture only a limited amount of surface runoff from the 
immediate vicinity of the fissure that is not captured by the surface runoff 
diversion structures.
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In order to prevent the re-formation of an earth fissure at the surface, cohesionless 
earthen materials must be employed. If clay-rich, low permeability soils were used, 
the fissure could easily reform at the surface once more horizontal ground 
displacement is experienced. This is the reason why gravels are employed to backfill 
earth fissures. It should also be recognized that the principal Windmill earth fissure 
field is protected by a geomembrane liner, placed in a corridor that houses the 
dewatering pipelines. This liner minimizes any capture of either dewatering water 
lost through a line breach, or surface water runoff from entering the fissures. Both the 
dewatering water and the runoff are not contaminant sources. Systems such as the 
vertical intercept are capped with a blanket of low-permeability materials. This 
capping system is employed to minimize infiltration, and should encourage sealing 
once ground deformation ceases.

C-18

Open pit slope failures are generally controlled by one or more of the following four 
parameters: the stress conditions in the open pit slopes, including the effects of 
ground water; the geological structure, in particular the presence of large scale 
features; the pit geometry; and the rock mass strength. Failure modes in rock slopes 
are of a wide variety. The most common slope failure appears to be rotational shear 
failure. Rotational shear failure in a large scale slope involves failure both along pre-
existing discontinuities and through intact rock bridges, but where the overall failure 
surface follows a curved path. Should fissures occur in an area that would be mined, 
the fissure planes would have similar properties to the preexisting structural fabric of 
the rock in the open pit slopes. In addition, the geometry of the fissure planes would 
not promote a rotational shear failure. 

C-19

The Proposed Action does not include any modifications to the ongoing dewatering 
water infiltration activities. Potential impacts from the infiltration activities were 
addressed in the Pipeline Infiltration Project EA. Please refer to Section 4.1.2.2 of the 
EA (pages 4-1 through 4-9) for a discussion on the potential impacts. Since the 
Proposed Action does not modify the permitted infiltration operations, the SEIS does 
not provide an exhaustive discussion of the infiltration basins operations; however, 
the SEIS does provide a concise discussion of the infiltration basins operating 
conditions on pages 4-179 and 4-183 of the Draft SEIS.
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C-20

C-21

C-20

See response to Comment C-19. The current permitted infiltration system has been 
fully reviewed and approved by NDEP (Pipeline Project Water Pollution Control 
Permit NEV93109 approved on March 5, 1996 and renewed on August 27, 2001) 
and thus complies fully with applicable state water quality requirements. Therefore 
this is not a violation of state law nor an unnecessary or undue impact. Moreover, at 
the point of discharge, water from the dewatering systems meets all drinking water 
standards. Leaching of solutes from the previously unsaturated zone results in a 
transient increase in TDS, chloride, and sulfate concentrations. The transient 
increase does not have the potential to degrade waters of the state due to its 
temporary nature and localized extent.

When considering the effects of ground water recharge (artificial or natural) on 
ground water quality, it is important to recognize that introduction of water into an 
aquifer is necessarily accompanied by the introduction of solutes, including solutes 
present in the recharge water and solutes mobilized by the interaction between 
recharge water and the aquifer matrix. Any introduction of water into an aquifer via 
natural recharge, surface infiltration, injection, agricultural irrigation, septic fields, 
etc. will modify aquifer chemistry at the point of discharge. Similarly, installation, 
development, and production from ground water wells for consumptive use also 
results in at least a temporary modification of local ground water quality, often 
referred to as “well shock.” In the arid environment of Crescent Valley, the addition 
of solutes is counteracted to some degree by the removal of solutes through 
evaporative losses from the aquifer; the process that creates evaporite salts in 
unsaturated zone soils. Therefore, under any water management and recharge 
scenario there will be areas of recharge where solute concentrations differ from other 
areas where there is less recharge.

The interpretation of “temporary degradation of ground water” applied to 
infiltration activities should necessarily be applied to any other form of recharge that 
modifies ground water quality in the recharge area, when compared to the aquifer in 
general. Such activities include non-mining related effects from crop irrigation, 
domestic septic fields, and possibly natural recharge through the vadose zone. For 
this reason, an interpretation that does not allow for localized and temporary 
exceptions is clearly unreasonable because it would eliminate all legitimate forms of 
aquifer recharge, well installation and water production, and associated water usage 
and management.

Thus, an alternative interpretation already exists that recognizes the transient 
influence of recharge on water quality in the aquifer as a whole, including effects on 
water quality in the immediate area of recharge, and their potential impacts on 
human and/or ecological receptors. The scale and location of the surface infiltration 
facilities under the proposed Plan mandates ongoing water quality impacts. These 
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C-22

C-23

C-24

C-25

C-26

Data have identified only potential transitory exceedances of numerical water quality 
standards for non-toxic constituents in the recharge zone. The comprehensive ground 
water monitoring program that is already in place will provide a practical assessment of 
potential degradation and impacts under the more realistic long-term interpretation, 
which allows water quality criteria to be applied in a more reasonable context.

C-21

See responses to Comments C-19 and C-20.

C-22

Heap leach pads and tailings facilities are not similar to infiltration basins. Process 
facilities are lined to keep process solutions and product contained. Infiltration basins 
are designed to infiltrate clean water back into the aquifer.

The existing permitted heap leach and tailings facilities are required to be constructed 
and operated consistent with NAC 445A, which requires that there are no permitted 
discharges of process solutions. Should a leak occur at either facility, CGM would be 
required by NDEP to assess the leak and take all necessary measures to correct the 
malfunction of the facility in an effort to prevent degradation of waters of the state.

C-23

Evapoconcentration is the primary mechanism by which pit lake concentrations 
increase, as solutes present in baseline ground water concentrate over time. However, 
pit lake water quality will not be poor compared to other water bodies in Nevada. The pit 
water will meet all standards for beneficial usage with the possible exception of 
drinking water in the distant future. 

The ambient water quality criteria for mercury and silver are not regulatory standards, 
but are published comparative benchmarks. Predicted concentrations above these 
benchmarks do not indicate a risk to ecological receptors, and ERAs evaluating water 
quality conclude that future pit lake concentrations will not pose a risk to local wildlife 
communities (Geomega 2004b). The text in Section 4.10 has been revised to 
incorporate the results of the ERA. Also see response to Comment C-15.

C-24

The pit lake water will be of sufficiently good quality for all public and avian use with 
the possible exception of drinking water in the distant future. The pit lake could be used 
for a drinking water supply upon use of standard water treatment technology (e.g., 
water softeners, etc.). The State of Nevada can adjudicate that water usage in 
accordance with issued water rights because the pit lake would be available for 
beneficial use. 
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C-25

The premise of this comment “that predicted sulfate concentrations in excess of the 
secondary drinking water standard for sulfate indicate there is substantial sulfide available 
for oxidation at Pipeline”is erroneous. The presence of sulfate at the Pipeline Mine is not 
indicative of sulfide oxidation. Rather, evapoconcentration of ambient ground water and 
leaching of sulfate minerals are the primary factors controlling predicted sulfate 
concentrations in the ultimate Pipeline/South Pipeline pit lake(s). Hence, the low sulfide 
lithology associated with the Pipeline Mine is substantially different from the lithology 
and geochemistry of the Cove Mine.

Sulfide analyses were conducted on 80 samples representative of the Pipeline/South 
Pipeline lithologic regime. A majority of the tested samples (50) contained no detectable 
sulfide (less than 0.1 percent), and only one sample contained greater than one percent 
sulfide (Geomega 2003d). Furthermore, comparison of sulfate concentrations in the 
humidity cell effluent and background sulfate concentrations in ambient ground water 
(Geomega 2003b) clearly indicate that most of the sulfate ultimately residing in the pit lake 
will come from ambient ground water, rather than from the leaching of sulfate and/or 
sulfide bearing wall rock material.

Additionally, an analog pit lake test was conducted to verify the model's predictions. The 
field-scale analog pit lake test results were in agreement with the model's predicted sulfate 
concentrations (Geomega 2003b).

C-26

There is no reference to the Cortez pit lake on page 4-202 of the Draft SEIS.

Contrary to the comment, sulfidic rocks do not occur in greater abundance in excavated 
portions of the Cortez open pit than they do in the Pipeline/South Pipeline open pit area. 
The lithology, climate, and hydrologic regime associated with the former Cortez pit lake 
are similar to those associated with the prospective Pipeline/South Pipeline Expansion pit 
lake(s). Hence, the water quality of the pit lake that formed in the Cortez open pit provides 
a real world check on the model's predictions for the Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion 
Project SEIS.

An analog pit lake test was used to assess the water quality resulting from leaching of 
Pipeline/South Pipeline lithology by site ground water under field conditions (Geomega 
2003b). The fact that the analog pit lake test results were in close agreement with the 
model's predictions demonstrates that the model closely matches a set of field data not 
used in the calibration process. Thus, the suggestion that the model and/or its components 
have not been verified because they have not "accurately simulated the reactions in a pit 
lake" is false.
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C-27

C-28

C-29

C-30

C-31

C-27

As discussed in the response to Comment C-25, the lithologic regime associated with 
the Pipeline/South Pipeline open pit area contains little to no detectable sulfides 
(Geomega 2003b). Hence, acidity resulting from sulfide oxidation will not result in the 
formation of a "substantially acidic" pit lake. The assertion that acidity resulting from 
oxidation could leach into the pit lake prior to the introduction of neutralizing products 
is false; ambient ground water in the open pit area has alkalinity concentrations in 
excess of 250 mg/l (Geomega 2003b), and the resulting neutralization capacity is not 
dependent on leachate kinetics. Hence, the lack of sulfide material and the existing 
neutralization capacity of ambient ground water indicate that the pit lake will not be 
acidic, even for a transitory period.

C-28

Maximum surface water concentrations of constituents resulting from the various 
mining stages and considered alternatives, including Stage 9, were evaluated in an 
updated ERA (Geomega 2004b), which concluded that the water quality in the 
Pipeline/South Pipeline open pit is not likely to adversely affect wildlife that could be 
attracted to the pit lake. Thus, water quality resulting from Stage 9 would not pose an 
unacceptable ecological risk. Also see response to Comment C-23.

C-29

The potential for pit lake throughflow, as determined in the ground water modeling 
study, was discussed on pages 4-202, 4-208, 4-210, 4-211, 4-213, 4-217, 4-219, and 4-
220 of the Draft SEIS. Additional details are provided in Geomega (2003e).

The comment asserts that the "critical time" for throughflow will be while the pit lake is 
filling due to variable recovery rates in the aquifer surrounding the open pit. Only 
under rare hydraulic circumstances would it be possible for some localized 
throughflow to occur during open pit filling, and any such occurrence would be 
transitory and the associated water would ultimately be recaptured and returned to the 
pit lake. The ground water modeling study included the transitory period of open pit 
filling during which heads in the surrounding aquifer recover and establish equilibrium 
with the pit lake. Thus, the time period of concern mentioned in the comment was part 
of the overall analysis, and no persistent pattern of potential throughflow was noted 
except for those conditions already described in the Draft SEIS and supporting 
documents (Geomega 2003a).

The possibility of throughflow conditions were checked for every layer in the model 
intersected by the pit lake. Hence, the analysis accounted for the possibility of vertical 
variability in potential ground water throughflow.
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C-32

C-33

C-34

C-30

The BLM’s approval of the Plan and issuance of the ROD are not approvals of irrigation, 
but include approvals of conveyance of water across public lands to private lands. The 
agricultural activities that are conducted by CGM at the Dean Ranch are a separate legal 
land use that has the appropriate approvals from the Nevada State Engineer for the use of 
ground water in agricultural irrigation.

C-31

The Cortez facility is a separate operation that has a current Plan and reclamation bond. 
This facility is currently authorized to process ore and the Proposed Action would only 
deliver ore to this currently permitted facility.

C-32

The transportation on public roads associated with the Proposed Action is a continuation 
of the existing activities. Text has been added to the Section 2.6.8 to outline the extent of 
the current transportation associated with the Project. The Proposed Action only extends 
the time over which these uses of the public roads will occur.

C-33

The text in Section 3.1.3 of the Final SEIS has been revised to address this comment.

C-34

If CGM plans to mine additional ore and waste than outlined in the Proposed Action and 
previous approvals, then the Plan would need to be modified.
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D-1
D-2

D-3

D-5

D-4

 COMMENT LETTER D

D-1

See responses to Comments C-19 and C-20.

D-2

See responses to Comments C-19 and C-20.

D-3

Comment noted.

D-4

As required by Executive Order 12898, the potential for environmental justice effects 
was evaluated in the Draft SEIS in Section 4.9.3 (pages 4-317 through 4-319). Based 
on the analysis, which was conducted in accordance with EPA’s Guidance For 
Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s NEPA Compliance Analysis 
(EPA 1998), the Proposed Action and the alternatives are not expected to 
disproportionately affect any minority or low-income population identified in the 
study area, including Native Americans.

D-5

The Treaty of Ruby Valley is not within the scope of this SEIS.
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D-6

D-7

D-8

D-9

D-10

D-6

The alleged violations raised by Western Shoshone Defense Project and Great Basin 
Mine Watch since 1996 have not been substantiated despite ongoing review by 
federal and state agencies. In fact, there are no violations of water quality standards 
in ground water due to infiltration operations or other mine-related activities, with 
the possible exception of a single monitoring well (IM-13) located at the former 
Filippini infiltration site which has subsequently been decommissioned, closed, and 
reclaimed. 

There have been spurious, low-level detections of WAD cyanide in monitoring well 
SH-02AR, which is located hydrologically upgradient of the SAHL and any other 
potential source. These low-level detections are most likely analytical error because 
ground water conditions in that well are geochemically reducing, causing the 
laboratory analytical method to mis-identify reduced nitrogen species (e.g., 
ammonia) as cyanide.

Water levels in SH-02AR have been consistently around 250 feet below ground 
surface since its installation in 2002 indicating that the local water table has not been 
influenced by mine dewatering at this location. Therefore, this well is outside the 
area of dewatering-induced subsidence as measured, predicted, and reported in the 
Draft SEIS (Figure 4.3.39).

D-7

See all the responses to Comment Letter C.

D-8

The commentor misconstrued the requirements of 43 CFR 3809 with respect to 
compliance with state water quality statutes and regulations. Clearly the operator is 
required by 43 CFR 3809.420(a)(6) and 420(b)(5) to comply with applicable 
requirements of federal and state environmental statutes and regulations during all 
phases of operations. However, contrary to the assertions of the commentor, nothing 
in 43 CFR 3809 either requires or authorizes BLM to supplant the legal decision 
making process of state regulatory authorities and substitute BLM decisions 
regarding compliance with state law or the state’s delegated authority to implement 
federal law on the basis of a NEPA analysis and thus make a determination of 
unnecessary or undue degradation. Also see the response to Comment C-20.

D-9

See response to Comment C-10. There are no indications of water level changes in 
the northern part of the Toiyabe Range or in the Cortez Mountains outside of the 
small part of the Cortez Window encompassing the Cortez open pit.
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D-13

D-14

D-15

D-16

D-17

D-18

D-11

D-12

D-10

The word “complete” refers to the complete use of all 590 million tons of waste rock 
mined under the Proposed Action as open pit backfill.

D-11

See response to Comment D-4.

D-12

The Project Area comprises the 39,350 acre area identified on Figure 1.1.2 (page 1-5) 
and no properties of cultural and religious importance have been identified within that 
area. Consultation was completed as part of the South Pipeline Project plan review 
process. The Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion Project is within the same Project 
Area as the South Pipeline Project and therefore no additional Consultation was 
determined necessary by the BLM.

D-13

Refer to the responses to Comments C-1 through C-12 regarding the adequacy of the 
analysis in the Draft SEIS.

D-14

The discussion on wind energy is based on information presented in the Nevada Wind 
Power Development Strategic Plan (BLM 2002b). The Project Area has a good wind 
power classification. The discussion on a Public Land sale under the RFFA portion of 
the Draft SEIS (Section 5.4.3.6) is generally based on language in Congressional Bill 
HR2869, which was introduced on June 24, 2003, as well as the information presented 
to the commentor by Mr. Jim Collord of CGM in a meeting on February 4, 2000 
concerning CGM’s interest in having certain public lands conveyed to CGM 
ownership. In addition, the Western Mining Action Project, the attorneys for the 
Western Shoshone Defense Project, responded to the Final South Pipeline EIS with a 
comment addressing the potential for a land exchange. Text has been added to Section 
5.4.2 discussing potential geothermal projects. In addition, the text under Section 5.5 
has been revised to address the potential impacts.

D-15

Section 5.4.3.6 of the Draft SEIS (page 5-13) discusses a potential of a public land sale 
and states that “[any] future land sale would be subject to congressional requirements 
in the implementing legislation.”Also see the response to D-14. 
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D-16

Section 5.4.3.6 of the SEIS (page 5-13) discusses RFFA public land sales, including 
covenants agreed to at the time of the land sale, as well as the requirement to comply 
with existing regulations. Text has been added to clarify that permit conditions for 
existing projects that are on lands subject to a land sale would be addressed in the 
transfer of title documents, subject to applicable laws and regulations. In addition, any 
land sale would have to comply with NEPA as defined by Congress in the final 
legislation.

D-17

The Pipeline Project was approved in 1996 and was projected at eight years of mining 
and/or processing, which would be through 2003. The South Pipeline Project was 
approved in 2000 and was projected at ten years, which would be 2004 through 2013. 
The Proposed Action is projected at seven years, which would be 2014 through 2020. 
See page 2-2 of the Final SEIS that discusses the Project tracking as projected.

D-18

Comment noted.
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D-20

D-21

D-22

D-23

D-24

D-19

D-19

The comment does not directly address the information presented in the SEIS. 
CGM’s, as well as other activities in the areas surrounding the Project Area are 
discussed in the Cumulative Impacts Chapter of the SEIS (pages 5-1 through 5-14 of 
the Draft SEIS). 

D-20

BLM records indicate that public notice was conducted and scoping comments were 
received from the Western Shoshone Defense Project. Specific activities and 
correspondence were as follows:

12/13/01 “Dear Interested Public” letter mailed. Sent certified (#7099 3400
 00025232 4541) to Western Shoshone Defense Project, Carrie
 Dann.

12/18/01 Federal Register Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion
Project.

12/18/01 BLM News Release #2002-01 sent to area newspapers.
12/19/01 Elko Daily Free Press and Reno Gazette Journal publish the legal

notice from the above referenced BLM news release.
12/22/01 Elko Daily Free press article “BLM plans EIS of South Pipeline 

Expansion” published in the Business section.
12/27/01 Certification card #7099 340000025232 4541 signed by James

 Stroud.
1/22/02 BLM receives a fax from Western Shoshone Defense Project 

with scoping comments on the pit Expansion Project. Letter 
signed by Christopher Sewall.

Further, the Draft SEIS listed those agencies and organizations that provided input on 
the preparation of the Draft SEIS to the BLM. This was not an exhaustive list of all 
parties contacted or individual commentors. The Draft SEIS also includes a list of the 
tribal governments, which were sent the Draft SEIS in May 2004.

D-21

There are no Indian trust lands or resources within or near the Project Area. “Trust 
responsibility” is a legal term which has no bearing on this Proposed Action and is not 
within the scope of the document. Also see response to Comment D-20.

D-22

Traditional cultural properties relative to the Pediment Project are outside the scope of 
this document. There are no known TCPs within the Project Area for this SEIS.
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D-23

A lead agency must conduct a public meeting/hearing on a draft EIS when required by 
statute or whenever appropriate, based on criteria set forth in 40 CFR 1506.6(c). The 
BLM’s NEPA Handbook (BLM Handbook H-1790-1) (NEPA Handbook), 
distinguishes between a public meeting and a public hearing. It states that public 
meetings should be held to receive comments on the draft EIS. Formal public 
hearings are required only in specific cases. Public hearings have more stringent 
requirements for the actual hearing and recording the proceedings. Program-specific 
guidance for requirements related to public hearings is set forth in BLM 455DM 1. 
Guidance for conducting public meetings is set forth in the NEPA Handbook, which 
states that public meetings may be conducted using a variety of formats. The open 
house format was used by the BLM to facilitate answering questions on the 
evaluation provided in the Draft SEIS and to encourage one-on-one communications 
between the public and those environmental resource professionals that prepared the 
Draft SEIS. The open house format provides more time and a wider forum for the 
public to express concerns to the agency, and allows agency specialists increased 
opportunity to exchange ideas with interested individuals. 

D-24

Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER E

E-1

E-2

E-3

ALSO SEE COMMENT LETTER V

E-1

The BLM resource specialists and the third party SEIS contractor’s resource 
specialists have independently reviewed all the data and models as part of the 
NEPA process. In addition, ground water quality analyses are part of ongoing 
assessments by federal and state regulatory agencies who review mine 
operating and environmental monitoring data. Identified ground water quality 
issues are being addressed via water pollution control permits that require 
monitoring and mitigation measures as necessary.

E-2

See responses to Comments C-19 and C-20.

E-3

See responses to Comments C-19 and C-20.
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COMMENT LETTER F

F-1

F-1

This comment letter does not provide any comments on the Draft SEIS.6
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COMMENT LETTER G

G-1

G-2

G-3

G-4

G-1

Ambient water quality criteria are the same as aquatic life standards in Nevada as 
noted in footnote 2 of Table 4.4.4 on page 4-207. The Draft SEIS uses aquatic 
water quality criteria to be consistent with the Geomega studies and BLM Risk 
Management Assessment document.

Aquatic water quality criteria listed on Table 4.4.4 were taken from the BLM 
document Risk Management Criteria for Metals at BLM Mining Sites, Table 5 
on page 10. The reference for this document is Technical Note 390 Rev. 
December 1996. BLM/RS/ST-97/001+1703 

The BLM is not aware of any more recent water chemistry benchmarks that are 
reported by the BLM. The benchmarks reported by the BLM in the above 
document were largely taken from EPA documents. The BLM believes that the 
EPA has only updated these numbers in Region IV (for amphibian and reptile 
exposure). In addition, the BLM believes that the EPA's research group in 
Cincinnati has generated some new aquatic water quality criteria that account for 
exposure of wildlife at various times of their development, but these are still in a 
draft form.

G-2

The intended use of the pit lake is based on the Proposed Action and the BLM’s 
land use plan. CGM has not proposed a recreational use for the pit lake and the 
analysis of impacts is consistent with CGM’s proposal. However, under the 
Cumulative Impacts Chapter the potential recreational use of the pit lake is 
discussed and analyzed. The pit lake is not limited for future potential uses with 
an appropriate analysis.

G-3

The sentence on page 4-219, in Section Impact 4.4.3.5.2, contains a typographic 
omission. It should read "Development of acidic mine waters is not predicted." 
This has been corrected in the Final SEIS.

G-4

The text in Sections 4.10.1.1 and 4.10.1.3 has been revised to address this 
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G-5

G-6

G-7

G-5

The types of wildlife projects incorporated in the cumulative impacts chapter 
are those that have potential impacts similar to those of the Proposed Action, 
which include surface disturbance and water consumption project. Other 
wildlife projects, such as habitat enhancement were only included because their 
potential impacts would not be cumulative with those of the Proposed Action.

G-6

The type of activities discussed relate to how those activities may impact the 
resources addressed in the cumulative impacts section. The water development 
activities were the only identified activities with potential impacts.

G-7

The cumulative analysis in a NEPA document is predicated on the Proposed 
Action having some impact on the resource. If the Proposed Action does not 
have a direct or indirect impact to a resource, then the proposed action can not 
have a cumulative impact to that resource and there is no cumulative analysis of 
that resource.
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H-1

H-2

H-3

COMMENT LETTER H

H-1

Comment noted.

H-2

Comment noted.

H-3

The potential reduction in ground water flow to the Humboldt River 
noted in the Draft SEIS (nine acre-feet/year) is comparable to or 
substantially less than the reported precision (0.01 to one cubic 
foot/second = seven to 700 acre-feet/year) of the USGS's October 19, 
1992 discharge measurements for the Humboldt River seepage 
investigation along the Carlin Trend (Emett et al. 1993). Thus, such a 
small reduction in flow would not even be discernable. It is beyond the 
scope of this SEIS to consider the effects of composite losses within the 
Humboldt River Basin.
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H-4

H-5

H-6

H-4

The cumulative effects area for hydrology is Crescent Valley. The SEIS has 
identified all the known and reasonably substantial uses of the hydrologic 
resource and incorporated them into the analysis in the cumulative effects 
analysis. Also see response to Comment H-3 regarding potential impacts beyond 
Crescent Valley in the Humboldt River Basin.

H-5

The Project does not have a substantive impact to the Pershing County Water 
Conservation District. Therefore, implementation of mitigation measures as 
described in the comment are not considered necessary to mitigation of the 
Project’s potential impacts. Also see response to Comment H-3.

H-6

CGM currently negotiates water rights with the Nevada State Engineer and will 
continue to comply with any future water rights regulations and requirements.
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COMMENT LETTER I

I-1

I-1

Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER J

J-1

J-1

Comment noted.6
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COMMENT LETTER K

K-1

K-1

See response to Comment D-23.6
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COMMENT LETTER L

L-1

L-1

Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER M

M-1

M-1

See response to Comment C-32.
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COMMENT LETTER N

N-1

N-1

Comment noted.
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O-1

COMMENT LETTER O

O-1

Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER P

P-1

P-1

Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER Q

Q-1

Q-2

Q-1

Comment noted.

Q-2

Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER R

R-1

R-2

R-1

Comment noted.

R-2

Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER S

S-1

S-1

Comment noted.6
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COMMENT LETTER T

T-1

T-1

Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER U

U-1

U-2

U-1

See responses to Comments U-3 through U-12.

U-2

See response to Comment C-1.
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U-3

U-4

U-3

The Draft SEIS evaluated the Proposed Action and uses by CGM. The 
designation of post-mining beneficial use and applicability of beneficial 
use requirements for pit lakes would be addressed upon closure of the 
mining facility. Ecological risk of the Proposed Action by CGM was 
evaluated in an updated ecological risk assessment (Geomega 2004b), 
which concluded that water quality in the Pipeline/South Pipeline 
Expansion pit lake(s) is unlikely to adversely affect wildlife that could 
be attracted to the pit lake(s). Also see responses to Comment C-23 and 
Comment G-1.

U-4

Corrective measures to reduce ecological risks of poor quality pit lake 
water are not needed because water quality resulting from Stage 9 would 
not pose an unacceptable ecological risk. Maximum surface water 
concentrations of constituents resulting from the proposed alternatives, 
including Stage 9, were evaluated in an updated ERA (Geomega 
2004b), which concluded that the water quality in the Pipeline/South 
Pipeline Expansion pit lake(s) is unlikely to adversely affect wildlife 
that could be attracted to the pit lake(s). The current ERA (Geomega 
2004b) used actual data, whereas, the original ERA used one-half of the 
detection level. Also see responses to Comment C-23, Comment C-28, 
and Comment G-1. The text in the Final SEIS, Sections 4.4 (Water 
Quality) and 4.10 (Wildlife) has been modified to reflect the findings in 
the ERA report.

Based on this information, no significant impact would occur so there 
would not be a  need to discuss increasing the reclamation or long-term 
bond to cover the impact.
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U-5

U-7

U-8

U-6

U-5

The Amec report (2004, page 5, Section 3.2 and Figure 7) presents an example 
of the interpretation of low-sun-angle photography of the site, including the 
Project facilities in existence at the time the report was submitted June 18, 

rd2003. This fact is clearly stated in the 3  paragraph of page 1 of report (Amec 
2003). The introduction also states that the data provided is presented in 
example form, with additional data pending. As stated by the commentor, 
Figure 7 depicts the photolineaments in an area removed from the proposed 
leach pad expansion site and south of the Windmill Fissures. The completed 
interpretation of the LSA photography is presented as Sheet 5 in Amec's 
preliminary report (Amec 2003).

Contrary to the commentor’s statement, the assessment of risk related to 
expansion of the leach pad in areas prone to earth fissuring is detailed in the 
Amec report (Amec 2004). This assessment was the basis for the zoning 
depicted on Figure 2.3.2 of the Draft SEIS. The evaluation included an 
exhaustive analysis of available geological and geohydrological data, 
computer simulations of horizontal ground strain resulting from subsidence, 
and a field exploration program using seismic refraction profiling and 
trenching. A comprehensive instrumentation and monitoring program was 
designed, protective measures were implemented to divert surface water runoff 
and prevent erosional intrusion by existing fissures, and defensive features 
were incorporated into the design of the pad expansion.

U-6

The text in Section 2.3.2 of the SEIS describe the measures undertaken by 
CGM to address the management of the fissures and fissure gullies. These 
measures incorporate the issues identified in the comment.

Early in the process of responding to the discovery of the Windmill Fissures, 
CGM completed the construction of a principal diversion channel that now 
routes runoff from the watershed above the leach pad site to the southwest 
along the northwestern perimeter of the exiting pad, and the expansion area. 
This channel is located in an area of low to negligible earth fissure risk. Runoff 
contributions that previously were managed by the channel running to the 
south-southeast between the open pit and the expansion area are now captured 
and diverted to the southwest by the principal channel. In addition to the 
principal channel, a secondary channel has been constructed near the plant area, 
directing water to a lined conveyance over the Windmill fissure complex. This 
secondary structure is designed to manage runoff originating from the small 
watershed area between the pad expansion area and the diversion channel 
running south-southeast between the open pit and the expansion area.
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U-7

Section 3.1.5 of the SEIS states that the existing support facilities would be 
utilized by the Project and would remain in the same condition, unless modified 
as part of the Proposed Action. The storm water diversion system as described in 
Chapter 2 of the SEIS is not modified by the Proposed Action. Refer to Figure 
2.3.1 for the locations of the storm water diversion system associated with the 
SAHL.

As noted in the comment, much of the lower storm water diversion channel has 
been eliminated upon construction of the heap leach pad expansion. Major upland 
runoff contributions to the expansion area are diverted, utilizing the principal 
channel that is currently located northwest of the expansion area and the existing 
pad. The minimal runoff originating from the area between the pad expansion and 
the upper diversion channel is collected in a channel and routed to the east 
discharging to the channel running to the south-southeast between the open pit 
and the expansion area. The minimal runoff originating from the area between the 
downstream toe of the pad expansion and the plant/pond area is directed to the 
lined dewatering pipeline corridor. This corridor is designed as a protective 
component of the earth fissure defensive system, with a full geomembrane-lined 
channel, and a deep fissure intercept trench between the process ponds and the 
corridor.

U-8

The BAPC guidance values were used to model the impacts from the Proposed 
Action and Alternatives because these are the recommended background values 
for rural facilities by BAPC (see Modeling Guidance document 
[http://ndep.nv.gov/bapc/qa/model.html#5]), the agency with regulatory 
authority under the Clean Air Act for the facility. The comment refers to actual 
background being available, but that is not case. As described in the Draft SEIS, 
air quality monitoring did not begin adjacent to the Pipeline/South Pipeline mine 
until three years after operations at the site had commenced. Therefore, even the 
earliest monitoring data includes both regional background PM  concentrations 10

as well as impacts from mine operations.
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U-9

U-10

U-9

Most mercury air releases occur during the refining process, as a result of 
heating the precious metal precipitate, which can release naturally-occurring 
mercury because of its relatively low boiling point. Refining is not currently 
occurring at Gold Acres or the Cortez Mill. The text of the SEIS has been 
modified to include a discussion of HAP emissions from the Proposed Action.

U-10

The publishing of the EPA’s eight-hour ozone final rule occurred after the 
release of the Draft SEIS. The text under Section 4.5.1.1 of the SEIS has been 
revised to address this comment.
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U-11

U-12

U-11

Payments to the fund will begin in 2005. Although the project has 
changed from the original Pipeline Project, the monitoring and 
mitigation issues covered by the long-term trust fund remain the same, 
i.e., pit lake water chemistry, ground stability issues, etc. The size of the 
long-term fund is considered adequate for this issue because pit lake 
water chemistry projections are consistent with or better than the 1996 
projections. Similarly, ground stability issues have not fundamentally 
changed compared to those identified in 1996  (BLM 1996). Additional 
ground stability discussions can be found on page 4-103 of the Final 
SEIS.

U-12

Please refer to page 2-22 in this document and page 2-39 in the Cortez 
Pipeline Gold Deposit Final EIS (BLM 1996a) and Placer Dome Inc. 
1996.
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